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TnOUGWTS ON HRR QUARTERLY UPDATES 
January 31, 1993 

The following I s  a brief synopsis of the mtrjur  p i n t o  discussed at 
two meetings with EPA and CDH regarding the HIstorfcal Release 
Report (HRR). These meetings w e r e  held on Aprfl 16 and May 4, 
1392, EG6r6, DOE, CDH and EPA w e r e  represented a t  these meetings, 
as well as subcontractors to EGhG. This letter: i s  based on my 
written notes from the meeting as well a8 my recollection of the 
various disuussions and resolutions that were reached. 

mdoor Uml.mned E vents 

The agencies (primarily Martin Herstmark) had a concern at the April 
16, 1992 meeting that indoor unplanned events (IUE) (such as 
radiation contamination incidents and small spills) were not 
adequately tracked in the HRR. They would Awe 113cec3 to have se8n 
an itemized list of each IUE. It was explahed to them that th is  
would be very hard to do with any degree o f  confidence due to the 
large number of XUE events and the spotty documentation associated 
with them. This explanation seemed to satisfy them, but they 
requested additional proof to be assembled for our next meeting. 
This issue was re-visited in the May 4 ,  1992 meeting. We had 
prepared by that time a quick desaription of how all radiation 
contamination incidents insidca buildings have been recorded and 
stored. We explained that due to the lack of formality of 
recording procedures for these events in the 3.950s and 1960s 
-ex how much work we -mu re.. th& all sq&a 

this paint Martin admittea that hfs major concern w i t h  these events 
was related to decontamination and decommissioning (D6rD) of the 
buildings, and being able, w i t h  s o m e  confidence, to identify 
contaminants and locations under and near buildingsthat could have 
been impacted by past events. A f t e r  considerable discussion (with 
Martin Hestmark and Harlen Ainscough primarily representingthe two 
agencies) it was decided that the agencies could forego a complete. 
listing of IUEs, and revision of the minimmu sized inside spill of 
concern (discussed below) , if cornplots process histories of any 
building that had had a process located within it were prepared. 
The in tent  of this process history i s  to be as specific as possible 
regarding the Location and types of material used in any prooess. 
T h i s  information will guide the qgencies in the selection of 
sampling analytes as well as sample location i n  the course of D&D 
work at the RFP. 

c e d  t e e  in the At 

The agencies also had a concern in the A p r i l 1 6 ,  1992 IIWXting that 
the 10 pound threshold value for an inaoor l iquid  s p i l l  (that w e  
used) was too large a quantity. They stated that they could be 
very interested, especially in the course of decontambatfon and 
deoomissioning buildings, in s p i l l s  of smaller quantities than 
this. I t  was explained to them that since the inside of a building 
does not the constitute  the environment, and since i n  some ways the 
building itself provides secondary containment, a ten gallon spill 
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inside a buflallng really represents a 9malL p a n t i t y  of material 
that could impact the enviroment. The agencies also requested 
explanation OP how this 10 pound number had been arrived at, and it 
was explained to t h e m  that it wars arbitrarily set based on a brief 
review of indoor s p i l l s .  A large number of capills sma%Ser than 10 
pounds had been recoruea for some builcllngs, while other buildings 
had none - leading to an onerous amount of work to traak these 
relatively small spills that woula arguably be incomplete even 
af ter  the expenditure of large amounts of time ana money. 'rhis 
explanation seened to satisfy the agencies that a 10 pound 
Weehold for indoor spills w a s  acceptable, but they reserved the 
right to thinK about this and re-visit the issue at me next 
meeting. A t  the May 4 ,  1992 meeting the agencies stated that 
although they were not entirely happy with the number, a 10 pound 
threshold quantity seemed to constitute a practical value, 
especially i f  process histories were done for buildings (see 
above) 

p.otent.ial Incidents oLCConam 

In the April 16, 3992 meeting the agencies wanted Potential 
Incidents of Concern (PICs) sites (which essentially constituted a 
Potential Area of Conoern (PAC) w h b h  we felt w e  aou3d not 
accurately map) mappedto the best of our ability. So, if a oar's 
gas tank overflowed and a l l  we knew was the parking lot, they 
wanted the parking lot identified on a map. This issue was re- 
vieited in the May 4, 1992 meeting. We again expressed OUtr wncein 
that the P I C  sites, i f  identified as an entire parking lot would 
become an IHSS that encompassed the entire parking lot, even if #e 
s p i l l  was a small quantity located i n  only a very nmall discrete 
areas of that parking lot. The agenuies agreed that  this was a 
potential problem. A f t e r  considerable d t s a s s f o n  it wa8 agreed 
that the agencies would review the final HRR, an8 if any particular 
PIC seemed important to them they would identify it as a PIC f o r  
which they wanted an accurate location. W e  stated that an accurate 
locat ion could probably be provided for each PIC of real interest, 
defaulting to the ent ire  parking l o t  if acaurate information could 
not be found. We felt that t h i s  approach would avoid a large time 
commitment t o  map small P I C  events which mostly would not be of 
concern. It was also stated that should EGLQ Uetemine an accurate 
PIC location in the course of other  work, that this PIC location 
would be presented in the next HRR update, making that PIC a PAC. 

A i r  Releases 

At the  April 16, 1992 meeting the agencies first stated that they 
wanted all air releases addressed - so presentation of a l l  data for 
all air monitoring at each building would be required. They also 
etated, however, that they were more concerned with identifiable 
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"events" such as fires or explosions, etc., that impadted air 
erhissions. This issue was not resolved in the April meeting, but 
was conuluded in the May meeting at which Efme it wa6 eecided that 
only major/identifiable air  releases needed t o  Be written up i n  the 
HRR updates. 

LHSS ll9.1 and 119..2 

In the April 16, 1992 meeting the agencies requested clarification 
regarding what we thought the true events sux?mmding the creation 
of IHSS 119.1 and 119.2 were. We stated that:, contrary to previous 
bformation presented on the site, we could not oonfirm the storage 
and disposal of bulk (drummed) solvents or liquids at the site. We 
rather had learned that  a site immediately east of IHSS 119.2 had 
been used for the destruction/disgosal oP small quantities of 
solvents, To the best of our ability t o  determine, the events a t  
119.3. and 119.2 consisted of  the storage of scrap metals and 
materials w h i l e  they accunrulated for offsita sale. These materials 
would have been excess to the operations at the Rocky F l a t s  Plant 
(RFP) but had resale value associated with t h a n ,  and were being 
stored by the Property Utilization and Disposal (PU&D) group. Some 
of the metals stored consistea of chips and cuttings that would 
have had o i l s  assoaiated with them. The oils would also have 
likely been contaminated with solvents, and these a i l s  and solvents 
would have drained off the metal chips and cuttings w h i l e  the m e t a l  
was stored at  the site. These metals were stored both in drums and 
other containers, as well a8 dfr8ctly on the ground. The agenuies 
seemed satisfied w i t h  our explanation, but requested that w e  modify 
the name presented for the IHSS to refleat both the name the site 
had previously had (solvent storage site) as well as the storage of 
norap metals. 

O X h E i  ted Biphenyl (P CBI 8 itras 

This issue only came up during the lzry meeting. Th8 agencies 
wanted PCB sites identified in the HMt, but complete write-ups 
similar to the other H m  write-ups were not tequired so long as the 
PCB-related documents were attached to the HRR as an Appetrdix or 
Attachment. We were left to our discretion whether or not to 
identify or include Pc13 ismes i n  the narratives for any particular 
sits, They were cognj.zant that the PCB issue was evolving and that 
new information was being generated in an ongoing basis. So long 
as wei identified PCBs as an issue, and provided cross-references to 
the PCB AppenUix/Attauhment, they felt the terms of the IAG would 
be satisfied. 
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Fgumkw el l  I n t e a a n a l  DBtiPkase 

Th@ issue of  the FBI rafd and grand jury came up at tAe May 4 ,  1992 
meeting. The agencies were aware that Rockwell International had 
created a large database of documents that w e r e  environmentally- 
related as a part o f  the activities relatea to the FBI raid or tne 
WP, the grand jury hearings, an4 the R o c k w e l l  defense. The 
agencies requested that the FBI database should be searched for 
information and d ~ C ~ ~ n t 6  relevant to the HRR, should the database 
become available due to the settling of the FBI raid and grand jury 
hearings. A t  the time the grand jury aase was not settled, and 
this request from the agencies was noted, but not necessarily 
oomtllitted to by DOE since the details would have to be worked out 
after the grand jury case wae set t led .  There was simply no way to 
grediutwhat issues might arise regarding access to this databaae. 

Quarterly. tRtdata 

The ieaue of the format for required quarterly updates to the HRR 
w a s  discussed, The agencies stated that the reports made by the 
Occurrence Notification Center (ONC) and under the RCRA Contingency 
Plan were not necessarily equivalent to a quarterly update for the 
HRR. !&%e format and information content required for HRR updates 
were dif ferent  than the ONC and RCRA Contingency Plan 
Implementation reports - the HRR updates should be made with a 
level of detail and in a format similar to the existing HRR 
narratives. 

ftGh&uB 

The first update to the HRR was scheduled a t  the meeting for  
October 1, 1992, or the first work day following October 1st. 
Updates would come in quarterly thereaftfar, Issues of air releases 
and building histories were to be addressed fn the first four 
quarterly updates to the HRR, with no more sgeaifiu sohedule 
identified (all such infomation could have been inoluded in one 
update, or s p l i t  equally amongat the four uwates, etc.). It  was 
st5ated t h a t  updatcas to the HRR would be made one quarter in arrears 
(so the October update would only include spills etc. up to the 
beginning of July).  

TOT% P.05 


